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This opinion is subject to further
editing and nodification. The final
version wll appear in the bound
vol ume of the official reports.
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MOTI ON for reconsi deration. Reconsi derati on deni ed.

11 PER CURI AM I ndustrial Roofing Services, Inc. and
Keith Dippel (collectively, Industrial Roofing) nove the court

to reconsider its opinion in Industrial Roofing Services, Inc.

v. Mrquardt, 2007 W 19, = Ws. 2d __ , 726 N.W2d 898, on

the grounds that the court based its decision on significant

factual errors and om ssions, and that such errors and omn SsSions
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led to an inequitable ruling, not supported by a mjority of

justices on this court.

12 We conclude that the grounds for reconsideration have

not been net.

13 However, to clarify the Industrial Roofing Services

opinion, Y5, footnote 2 is changed to read as foll ows:

This review pertains only to the five Marquardt
defendants. A different group, the "d ark"” defendants,
had their conplaint dismssed for essentially the sane
reasons as the Marquardt defendants, but wunder a
separate order. The parties agreed that the January
12, 2005 dism ssal order was not a final order as to
the dark defendants because the C ark defendants had
countercl ai s pendi ng in t he circuit court.

I ndustrial filed a petition for |eave to appeal from

the non-final order, and the court of appeals denied
that notion. Thus, the Cark defendants are not party
to this review The conplaint raises additiona
all egations against the Cark defendants, including
breach of express enploynment contracts and breach of
fiduciary duty. The conplaints against other of the
original 12 defendants have also been dism ssed, not
appeal ed, and are not before the court for review

14 Addi tionally, 136, f oot not e 5 S changed

clarification to read as foll ows:

A simlar order was entered with respect to the
Clark defendants, for whom Industrial was to pay
$16,077.50 in attorney's fees.

for

15 Accordingly, the notion for reconsideration is denied,

W t hout costs.
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